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~There is mUch more conjecture than<hard evidence regarding
how teachers view models :of teaching or which variables arep
. associated w1thrteachers' preferences for varioue models of
teaching. As Joyce (1978) notes, "there have been re1ative1y
few investigations of the thinking patterns of -teachers." " This
sitnation is ‘noteworthy, Dbecause teacherS"'preferences for
various models of teaching clearly represent a pivotal aspect of

’

classroom phenomena. _ '

°
[

The literature currently reflects a strong emphasis on
using interaction analysis as a data base, fori'moet
investigations. This’approach is appropriate for -determining
which teacher behaviors are related to student achievement, but
for two reasons these data will not. support 1nqu1ry regarding
‘teachersﬂ .instructional preferences. First, the 1eve1 of data
collected'by the analyses may have: limited pSychblogical meaning
- for teachers. Although low-inference measures such as counts of -
teacher questions may be reliable, there is mno ‘evidence that'
teachers can even attend to most 1nteractions at this level of
specificity. Too many situational demands compete for attention
in the classroom. Thue research (cf. Moskowiti, .1967)
indicates that teacher effectineness can be improwed by
providing ,teachers with interaction feedback; this‘feedback
would probably be 1ess)he1pfu1 if teachers could readily attend\

to minute behaviors without the assistance of feedback.



~ Some reséarchers al'so .inappropriately assume that teachers

have unrestricted freedom to select instructional approaches and -:

that consequently-behaviors merely reflect preferences. But as
Jéyce (1969)f indicates, teéchgrs must cope with a complex

amalgam of social and institutional negds when teaching..

'Schools as institutions also experience pressures to insure that

~teachers é&re effective. Thus teachers may choose or be required

to select their inst}uctiona1  appfoaqhes from among mdre
conVént?onal methods, beéquse' if. desired outcomes are ;ot
realized the’ bundenrof failure can be more readily shared with
the institutions which 1egitimizeq ;he methods. Certainly the

amount of academic freedom. which teachers enjoy is

situation-specific, but few teachers have unrestricted freedom.

This study_'was - conducted 1in a wanner which\.hopefuyly

avoided theseritfalls. The séhdy examined teacher preferences
fqr,global_models of teaching rather thén preferences for highly
specific behaviors. Since the qtudy sought to promote
understéndiﬁg of how t;achers perceive instructional models, the
study focused on how teachers wantvto teach rathe? than upon how
teachers feei they ought to teach in their indiyidual teaching
situations. ;Spgcifically, the étudy addressed two questions:

3

can homogeneous clusters of teachers be <created based upon

instructional _preferences, and can preference clusters’ be

differentiatedV(by the teachers' role-ideals and their
phildsophical ofientationé? The answers to-both these questions

would have some nSteworthy implications.



" Knowledge about "types" o ‘cachers classified according to

their preferences may facilitatef research on teacher
effectiveness. Notwithstanding some more optimistic
interpretations  (Gage, - 1978),’ it 1is clear that we know
relaéively little about what makes teachers effective. ;As

Q ™ "

Medley (19?7; p. 1) recently noted 1in a review of sqverél
hundred teacher effed*iveness- studies, "efforts to develob
performance—baseq programs for'educating and certifying teachers
have. made it painfully clear Jjust hOW'inadedyate.the [knowledge]
;ase is." However, Soar (1978) has suggested that research might
be ‘more“vproductive’_if researchers examined correlates of
effectiveness -within‘ homogeneous groups of' téaéhers. This
strategy.wduld piqvide more specific infSrmation regarding in

- which sithationé the relationships obtain and would clarify the

nature %f the relationships.

dewledge’ about which variables are associated .’with
beachersf ingtrpctional prefgfences is also important. Efforts
to train teachers to implemént various models of teaching must
take iﬁto -account fhe‘ dynamics of the judgment process.
Preservice and inservice training which does not ;consider the
-psychology of the trainees may belless than optiﬁally'effective.
. Two sets' of constructs may rqasonabiy be ekpected to be

" associated with teachers' instructional preferences..

4



"Role-ideals" refer td the characteristics whicﬁ are
ascribed to "target persons" (Thomas & Biddle, 1966). In this
case, role-ideals consist of characteristics which teachers
believe desoribf‘ ideal teaéheré. As Gross. and Stone (1964,
p. 1) 1indicate, "in sécial transactions... persons must

announce who they are." In a sense, ideals are ends while models
’ \

of teaching are means of'actuélizing ideals. Thus, teachers may

. Sk b
M"announce Wwho they are" by expressing preferences for models of

téachihg which in turn themselves communicate "ideals. Ideals
and instructional preférences will tend to be consonant because
persons tend to be consistent in such matters (Albert, 1977);
this 1is probably especially true when "vitaf roles" (Perlmaﬁ;
1968, p. 43) or career~related ideals are - 1involved.

Furthermore, many teachers are aware that students "will reject

teachers whom they perceive to. be inconsistent-- i.e.,

individual teachers... who present conflicting sets of
s . . o~ 2

educational ideology and teaching strategies" (N;er\ 1975,
p.,3%); | ‘

Philosophical preferences should also. be associated with
teachers'i instructional‘ method preferencest~ As Joyce and Weil
(1972, p. é) sugges , "educational procedures are generated from
general views abdut «human nature aqH about‘ihe kipdé of goais;

and environments that enhance ‘human beings." Therefore

preférences' for various conceptual modéls of teaching should be

related to philosophical preferences, because philosophies

reflect personal value Jjudgments regarding the proper ends of

, | R S ,



education, and instructional preferences are Judgments about

which outcomes to emphasize and which methods are ethical.

Method
Subjects
R
The subjects were 235 currently employed teachers, The

subjects were sampled from the population of employed teachers
and not the more:restricted population of teachers yﬁo . happened
to be‘ enrolled 1in graduate school.. 6f the 235 subjects, 1274
subjects tahght at the elementary school 1eve1, Ei06 ”subjects
taughFAat the . secondary school 1eve1,'and two subjects taught at
both levels. The hedian number of years of teaching ' experience

L

was 5.6 years.

Instrumentation 5

o

‘Preferenée for deels of teaching was“ measured by asking
‘the. teachers to rate how strongly they preferred summaries of
each of 16 conceptual models of teaéping. The sﬁmmaries eaéh
consisted of‘a brief paragraph presenting the essential elements
of each oEathe AS models of teaching Aiscussed by Joycé and Weil
(1972), or the lectgre methed of teaching. Table 1 oriefly
dégéfibeS'each model. The vélidity of the instrument was
examineg in a .previoué*study reported by Jones,'Thompson, and
Miller (1980). In the study reported here the teachers rated

each summary by marking through an unhroken line drawn between

the .extremes of a semantic-differentiaL scale, ndislike-like."

#



Table 1

Models of Teaéhing Desoriptions

Model Theorist ‘Baslce Focus

Classroom Glasser Bnphq;is on self-understanding
Meeting o

Awar.eness Schultz & Inorease awareness of self and others
Training Perls

Developmental Piaget, Sigel inorease general intelleoctual develépment,

‘Laboratdry

Method

BSCS

[}

Synectics

Inquiry
aining

?

Advance
Organizer

Jurispfudential

Inductive
Social .

Inquiry
Lecture 2

Non-directivé

~-Group - .
Investigation

Operant

'Concept

Attanment

06’6*t1661ng .

& Sullivan

National
. Training
Laboratory

Schwab

Gordon
Suchman

Ausebel
Oliver‘&

Shaver

Taba

" Massialas &

Cox

-~

Rogers

~Thelen &

Dewey

- Skinner

Bruner

 espeaially reasoning

~.

\

Train to cope via encounter-like
strategies .

Teach modes of inquiry used in academic
disciplinés

Develop creative skills

Teach theory building skills

IncreaSé efficiency of information
processing

Evaluate ideas in a judicial—type
atmosphere

Teach inductive mental processes

Emphasis on mutual participation in -

inquiry into nature of society and its

~problems

Presentation by teacher to students
Develop self—understanding, self-concept

Combined emphasis on. social skills and
academic 1nquiry ' b

schedules
Teach nature of concepts and conceptual
thought .

Mot a Joyce-Weil model of teaching

-
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The aharacterlistlos each teacher belleved an ldeal teagher

should possess were measured by uslng &he Multiple Taaéhar

. Faotors (MTF) Survey (Miller, Thompson, & FErunklewloz, 107H),
Tha- Survey asks subjects to rate how well each of 2l .adjectlves
decribe teachers whom subjects consider to be 1ideal. The
instrument produces factor scores on four soalés: attributes of

_ teacher warmth, attributes of teacher soﬁolarline§s, attribute§
9f teaohef rigor, and .attributes of teacher potency. The
-instréhent has performed stably in several studies, including‘
studies by Thompson and Miller (1978) and Brown (1977, 1978,

I’

1979). - _ u

- 3

; Philo§0phica1 beliefs were measured by; us}ng the
éddcational Philosophy 1Index (EPI). Evidence regarding the
construct validity 'of §he EPI is presented by Milleg " and
Thompson (1979). The instrument asks teachers' to rate th

strongly they agrée with each of 44 statements. The instrument

4

produces ‘a factor score on each of six scales: Essentialism,
. ' .

Humanism;, Perehnialism, - ‘Progressivism, Rationalism, and

Existentialism. " In short, the EPI'® measures philosophical

preferences»as preferences for what:Knellef (1971, p. 41) pérms'

educational'theories. He explains that "although these theor{es

tend to flow from formal philosophies, they take on".a special

feé——~—¥fcharacter*’bedgbsé' they\.are conditioned 1arée1yrby experiences
| unique to edpcation." _ ’

Results




~ Thea data trom the ratingd of the 16 summaried of Lho models

of teaahlng were factor analyzed. ALL factors with elgenvalues

graator than 1.0 were extraoted from the oorrelation matrix and
then ‘rotated to the varimax oriterjon. The four extracted
factors accounted for 5K2.0 percentt of the vartance In the
ratings. The resultant . factor pattern and communallity

coafflclents are presented in Table 2. ’

A

The first factor 1ncluded  summaries of the Group
investigation, ‘ﬁocial Iﬁquiry, Jurisprudential, Non-directive,
Concept Attainment, and Inquiry Training. models of teaching.
The factor encompassed models of teaching which involve inquiry
strategigs; The secon; factor included summaries of the BSCS,
Synectiocs, Advance -Ofganizer, Inquiry Training, and Inductive
models of teaeching. The factor appears to 1involve models 9f

teaching whigh emphasize incisive understanding of a discipline

or instructional content. The third factkor included ‘summaries

-

of the Awareness "Training, Classroam Meeting,'Laeratory Method,

‘/‘

D6velopmenta1,“and Non—directivé.models of teaching. The fécpor -

appears to “involve models of teaching which have an affective.

orientation. The fourth factor includes maries of the
. ‘ » »

lecture, ‘Operant Conditioning, Advance Organizer, and Concept

Attainment models of teaching. The factor appears . to involve

models of tea~%“ing which emphasize a highly structured

\

environment.

- 10



" o able 2
faotor Pattern Coeffliolants

et e et e o ren et s e e mreeaerenstesnon 1e oo o e met s e e e
Sumpary. e i [ |0 R A A LA
Classroom Meeting 06 .00 8T b L ua
Awareness Training ~.02 <16 SR <10  Hb
Developmental «39 10 B0 =03 N
Laboratory Method <39 AT 58 .00 50

BSCS 12 L1, .08 .12 L5l
Synectics ) <34 .63 21 -, 02 <55

< Inquiry Training .55 + 39 26 -.19 <55
Advance Organizer -.03 .58 Vi .45 .56
Jurisprudential .50 .2“ R4 -012 L
Inductive , " .60 .38 ~.16 <16 7 .56

Social Inquiry .68 .20 <16 0l .52
Lecture . -.05 Lo w02 T2 .52
Non-digeotive a .50 =-.32 A1« 01 .53

Gtoup Investigation .68 .10 .14 .07 .50

« Operant Conditioning 22 .1 .13 <71 .59

' Concept Attainment .59 =.14 <05 .38 .51

—



. : btdndardtzac faotor sonoras were then oaloulated  amdl  wore

“

usded to usslgn Lhe subjeata to groups whioh wers homogeneaus in
terms of prefarences for summarles af  oonaeptual models  ar
Lteaching, Whan standardi zad Huoton are alao  novmally

diatributed, approx(mutely two-thirda of the doores fall botween

)

- . . ] '
the values of ' «1.0 and +1.0. For the purpose of grouping the

sSubjects, subjeats wha had a faoctor soqre greapter than +1.0 on A

\«

» summaries factor ware oonsiddrod to particularly like or preter
the summaries whioh'dhfined the fnotor. Subjeots  who had &«

factor score less than -1.,0 on a models of teaching tactor wore
oonsidered to partioularly diilike the models of teaching whinh
defined the . factor. This procedure has been suggested by Korb
and Frankiewicz (1976)g‘ All possible oombtnations of preferenoo

patterns are presented in Table 33 the numbers of subjects

;. assigned to the preference groups are also reported 1n the-
- - , * ‘
. table. "The,group 1abe1s are arbitrary.. ~
+ o . .
. v,
. . Earlier it was suggested from a theoretical perspective

~that teachers' role-ideals and preferences for edudationei
'philosophies/ghould help .define and differentiate homogeneous
Y . -’

;‘f‘preférence groups. - In order to test this expeetation, a
e Lo . .
' ‘dispriminant analysis was conducted to ' determine. if a
. combination of role—ideaIs and philosophy variaﬁ?es could indeed
- e . .‘ . . &
be "used- to differentiate (a=.05) the 1identified preference

grodps. Unfortuantely, the 235 subJects were, d1str1b%ted across
52 of the 81 preference groups presented in Table 3. In this

‘case - the ‘number of degrees of freedom required to fssess the
. - o

o0 1247 | =




Table 3

~ _ Preference Groups
: - .. Preference : Sub
- s Type : -Group Pattern \ n Total
\ o NN - N\L
\ Some strong #AA P-I 0-II O-TII 0-1IV 7
) preferences, *AC 0-I P-II 0-III 0-IV 10
\ ' _all positive #AE 0-I 0-II P-IIY 0-IV 8
. ~ *AG 0-I 0-II O0-III-P-IV 17
AI P-I P-II 0-III 0-IV 2
‘AJ P-I 0-II P-III 0-IV 3
AK P-I 0-II 0-III P-IV 3
AL 0-I P-II.R-III 0-IV 4
* k AM..0-I P-II 0-III P-IV 2
AN 0-I'0-II P-III P-IV 1
A0 - P-T P-II P-III 0-IV 1
AP -P-1 P-1I 0-III P-IV O
AQ P-I 0-II P-III P-IV 3
AR 0-I P-II P-III' P-IV O
AS P-I P-II P-III P-IV .1 62

Some strong AT

0-II N-III P-IV
. 0-II P-III P-IV
0-II N-III N-IV

P-I N-II 0-III 0-IV .2
preferences, AU N-T P-II 0-III O-IV 2
mixed- AV P-I 0-II N-III 0-IV -4
-a : . _ AW N-I.%0-II P-III O-IV 0
’ . AX P-I 0-II 0~III N-IV 1
T AY N-I 0-II O0-III P-IV y
AZ  0-I P-II N-III O-IV 5
BA 0-I N-IT P-III O-IV 2
r BB 0-I P-II 0-III N-IV 2
BC 0-I N-II O0-III P-IV - -1
BD 0-I 0-II P-III N-IV 5
BE 0-I 0-II N-III P-IV 2
BF P-I P-IT N-III O-IV 0
BG P-I N-II P-III O~IV 0
BH N-I P-II P-III 0-IV 0
BI P-I N-II N-III 0-IV O
BJ N-I P-II.N-III O-IV 1
BK N-I N-II P-III 0-IV 1
< BL P-I P-II 0-III N-IV 0
) BM"  P-I N-II. 0-III P-IV 0
BN - N-I P-II 0-III P-IV 1
BO P-I N-II O-III N-IV 1
“BP N-I P-II 0-III N-IV 0
by BQ.- N-I N-II 0-III P-IV 0
BR P-I 0-II P-III,N-IV 0
P-I 1
N-I 2
P-I 0

°

u : D E -11-° 13




Table 3 (Cont.)

|

BY N-I 0-II P-III N-IV 1
BW N-I 0-II N-III P-IV 0
-BX 0-I P-II P-III N-IV 1 e

BY 0-I P-II N-III P-IV 2
BZ .0-I N-II P-IJI P-~IV 1
CA 0-I P-II N-III N-IV 2
B CB- 0-I N-II P-III N-IV 0
CC 0-I N-II N-III P-IV, 1
CD* P-I P-II P-III N-IV 0
CE P-I P-II N-III P-IV 0
. CF P-I N-II P-III P-IV 1.
CG N-I P-II P-III P-IV 0
CH P-I P-II N-III N-IV 0
CI P-I N-II P-III N-IV 0
CJ N-I P-II P-III N-IV 1
CK P-I N-II N-III P-1IV 0
"CL -N-I P-II N-III P-IV 0
CM N-I N-II P-III P-IV 0
CN P-I N-II N-III N-IV 0
CO N-I P-II N-III N-IV 0
CP N-I N-II P-III N-IV 0

CQ N-I N-II N-III P-IV 0 u7
~ Some strong - ¥*AB N-I 0-II O-III O-IV 10
preferences, #AD O-I N-II O-III O-IV 18
" all negative #¥AF 0~I 0-II N-III O-1IV T
#AH 0-I 0-II O-III N-IV 7
CR N-I N-II 0-III O-IV 3
CS N-I 0-II N-III O-IV 2
CT N-I. 0-II O-III N-IV 1
CU.- 0-I N-II N-III O-IV 3
CV 0-I N-II O0-IIT N-IV 1

R CW 0-I 0-II N-III N-IV . 2.

CX N-I N-II N-III O-IV 1
CY N-I N-II 0-III N-IV 1
CZ N-I 0-II N-III N-IV 0
DA: 0-I N-II N-III N-IV 0

DB N-I N-II N-III N-IV 1 © 57

DC 0-I 0-II 0-III 0-IV 69 69

-~ NOTE: "P"=zpositive attitude, "O"=neutral, "N"=negative attitude.

o Thus, for example, - persons ' with the pattern, P-I 0-II N-III
0-1V, disliked third factor summaries, preferred first factor
models, and were neutral toward the remaining models. Groups
with asterisk prescripts were the 8 groups includeg;iin“ the
discriminant ana1y31s . ) _ T~ '

12 14




‘statistical significance of the first discriminant® function

would have been 510, i.e., (groups-1) X (independent variables)

= (52-1)X(10). Thus, given the available sample size, it was
apparent that not all the preference groups. could be included in
£ . .

- the analysis.

It was initially decided to exclude the largest preference
group (DC, seel Table 3) from the analysis. Ihé largest
preference groub“was composeq of 69 subjects who each had
felatively neutral preferences "for each of the models of
teaching factors.’ These subjeéts were excluded from the’
énalysis in order to avoid "intérpretétion difficulties that
might otherwise have been introduced;' thefe would have been ' no
way to distinguish subjects who felt neutral from subjects who

~had preferences but whose preferences were not especially:

stroné.
4

. The next largest sét of preference groups consisted ofvrthe
eight groups (AA, AB, AC, AD, AE, AF, AG, AH; see Table 3) of

- subjects who expressed a sgrong preference or aislike for. only
. one of the models of teaching factors. Of the 166 subjects who
had strqng preferences, 50.6 percent of. these subjects were
assigned to one of these eight preference groups. vSo, given the\
three coﬁsiderations of degfees of freedqm,_thp desire to avoid
interprptation difficulties, and the"hOmogéneous p;éferences

expressed by these 84 subjects,'these‘ eight prefeﬁénce groups

were selected for inclusion in the discriminant analysis. One

O ‘ . ) _ ] . . ) . _1.3_ 15 : . .




statistically significant (x?=94.82, df=70, p<.05) discriminant

function was identified.._. . . ____ UL

r

.

Statistical significance is -a necessary .condition - for
interpreting a discriminantijnnction. However, an_index. of-the
‘prcportion—of—variance group membership accounted for on the six
wEPI and .the four MTF Survey factors 1is also important.
Siénificance testing determines the likelihood that a given
result would have been obtained if an entire population had been

tested, assuming the null hypothesis to be true. The

proportion-of-variance index - helps to assess the educ < nal

significance of a result, given that the result occurred beyond-
-a predetermineq probability level. Tatsuoka (1970, p. U48) has
suggested a multivariate analogue of eta squared that can be
nsed for this. furpose. In this case, 37.2 percent of the
variance accruing on the 10 predictor variables was accounted_
for by knonledge of preferenceféroup membership._ These results
suggest tnat the variables can. be. emplcyed successfnlly to

differentiate the preference groups. ,

‘The standardized discriminant " function and structure
‘(Thompson'& Frankiewicz, 1979) coefficients for the function are
presented in Table 4. Structure coefficients indicate the.

'correlat&on between each original variable and the function

_defined by the: function coefficients. The centroids of the

etght groups are presented in Table 5. . The centroids indicate

-,

that the function primarily served to_ differentiate( preference

-

Jere - 4 O » T ‘-1_4- 16 .o T



Table Y4

“Discriminant Analysis Coefficiénts

Function Structure’

Instrument Factor A Coefficient Coefficient
EPI - Essentialism U7 .57
Humanism .07 -. 11
Perennialism .32 U6
Progressivism * .14 .43
'''' Rationalism .51 .62
Existentialism =-.32 . -.61
MTF " Caring .31 .28
Scholarly .35 .50
Exacting -.09 .03

Simple -.40  —  -.6U

El{fC‘ o . D -15-1'7 =




-Table 5

———6Group—Centroids —

Group .. Pattern Centroid
AA P-I 0-II O-III 0-IV. -.51
AB  N-I 0-II 0-III. 0-IV . -.02
AC  0-T P-II 0-III 0-IV . 1.47
AD 0-I N-II 0-III 0-IV . -.87
AE  0-I 0-II P-III 0-IV | .72
AF  0-I 0-IT N-III 0-IV ' .59
AG- 0-I 0-II 0-III P-IV. -3.10
AH 0-I 0~II 0-III N-IV -.51

\\
) .
- -16- '18
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groups. AC, AE, and AF from groups AD, AH, and AA. In other

words, -the function differentiated the teachers who 1) preferred

“the summaries deffniné the incisive understanding factor, or be\
preferred the summaries  defining the affective orientation \\\\‘

‘factoh, “or 3? disliked the 'summarie%.defining the affective
orientation faétor,, from . the teachers ‘who 1) disliked ‘the'v

summaries defining the Aincisive understanding factor, or 2)

disliked the summaries defining the structured environment
factor,. orw 3) preferreéﬁfthe summaries defiﬁing the idquir&
strategies fad%or.‘ Teachers in groﬁps AC, AE, and AF might Dbe
termed the Ppro-incisi?é underst;nding,'affecf oriented" (pro or
cdn) teacher=. Teachers in é}oups AD,W AH, aﬁd“'AA might be -
termed the "Manti-incisive, anti-structure)ﬂpro-inquiry method"

: N . .

teachers.

Discussion

The first research questién posed.ig the ‘study. wés‘ "can
homogeneous “ clusfers - of teachéfs,-be created .baséd upon
instructional pfeferences?" It was previouély, suggested that

‘v,this khowledge is i@porfant. 'Thé Table 3 results suggest that
homogeneous clusters can be created based on preferpnée
informatign,f' Indeed, 84 (35.5%) of 'the subjects expressed

" especia11; strong::preferende regérding‘ only one models of

teachiné .faétor.-' An éddipionai 69 teachers (29.4%) did not
express especiallyvstrong,preferences or dislike for any of thq‘
concéptﬁai models,'bf teaching faqtgrs. Thgse results indicape

that the prebonderance of teachers can readily be assigned to

,G‘b . B - _17-_'.1?




homogeneous preference groups. Apparently most teachers!

instructional preferences reflect a fairly "simple structure,“

i.e.-- teachers tend to have no especially ‘strong preferences or.
to'prefqr strongly or dislike only one major categbry of

Fl

methods. E g

" The second research question posed in the study was '"can

preference  clusters be differentiated by the teachers®

— role-ideals and bhilqsophicalrofientations?“ The results of the

‘\\*digprimihant analysis ‘indicate that teachers' role-ideals and

~——

preferéﬁﬁés\fgr educational philosophies are indeed related to
teachers'._preferéﬁEéS\\forVzconceptual models of teaching, as

* measured by preference for summaries ‘describing the models.

These results have several implications.’ S

The strucﬁure coefficients pfeseﬁtqdfin'~Tab1e ﬁ indicate

kthat  the philbsophy.factors acdqunted'for a“siéeéble proportion
of the vafiance thich hifferentiéted‘ the preferenée groups:'
This finding is somewhat surprising, .becausg» the ' summaries
diﬁectly inQolve role behaViors and it'might be expected that
folefidealsg should be more directly gf %ntimately reiatéd éo
'inStructional preférences than philosdphicai: preférenées would
be,. Tﬁish:gesult .suggesté that .edhcaﬁional phiLoSo;hies, és
gbecially-aefined in this Study, hay”désérve more attention than

"f ‘h “.Ehey' are typicqlly_ afforded in most pfeservice and inservicé
~ teéchér)training‘p'rogramsm Certainly bhey“appaqéntiy representg

', an important aspect of teacher thought .

n
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The analysis also suggésts that educators interpret

educational phenomena primarily - from within a bésic skills

\bersﬁectivé, although some teachers favor a basic  skills .
qmphasis while other teachers dislike .this ghphasié? The
ggsults of the'discriminantv analysis: nggest that the basic
skills .elemeht Seems to lﬁérmeate teacher thoﬁght regarding

educational issues. The pro-basic skills teachers were the

vvvvvv ;ﬁbrd-inciéivé ,undefSténding;-ﬂ;}}é;gﬂroriehiédhr teachg;éA who

.%according to the Table 4 stryéiufé‘bbefficients indicated that
schools ',should *teach ratioh£1 thiﬁking,_,bésic facts, and
unchanging_~princip1es, and - who- - émph351ued the scholérly
aftributes off tﬁeir ideal teachérs., The anti-basic.skills,'
feachers were the "anti-;ncisive understandiné, ‘anpi-strQeture,

,“pro}inquify" teachers whO"Lendedo to agree with the tenets .of
E;iétentialism a?d ascribea cgaractefstics of "simple-ness" to
thieh ideals. In other wdrds; teacﬁers ig this secondﬂgrgdb are
,more process .than product oriented and hgye sqmewhaﬁ‘ 1¢s§ ;

fundamentalist views. o

b3

TF\\\ - In summary, the study was conducted to 'gain some 1insight

'w\\iqfo' teacher thought regarding instructional preferences.

R teéchens should
réééérbh. .Of rse, whether the "types"™ defined in this .

strengthen teachér effectiveness research

-which remains‘tp be explored. The

"




;——“‘ffinstructional*“preferencesT—*and”‘that“““basiC'*‘ski1Is—“ issues —

'study also indicated that role-ideals and philosophical

preferences are systematically associated with . teachers’

apparently establish a’ framework for teacher thought about

various educational choices and isstes. This information may be
) 9
F 3 . .
of some assistance .to teacher educators who feel a need to base

training programs upon perceptions of teacher thoughti

—_—
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